ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION:  facilitated by Harold Coble and Eldon Ortman
Harold and Eldon presented the participants with a hypothetical situation and asked them to vote:  You have $100,000 grant and some of it can be used to measure risks.  How would you use those limited dollars? (rank of 1 being most important, 2, or 3 less important)

Number voting and (rank voted for).  The most important risk measurements identified by the participants are bolded

	
	Economics
	Public Health Risks
	Environmental

	Agriculture
	10(1)
	 7(1)   2(2)   3(2)
	10(1)  1(2)   1(3)



	Natural Resource Areas
	 5(1)  8(2)   5(3)
	 3(1)   7(2)   5(3)
	14(1)  3(2)   0(3)



	Institutions
	 0(1)  3(2)  12(3)
	12(1)  5(2)   0(3)
	  2(1)  7(2)   7(3)




Audience Discussion

(David Pimentel) Natural resource areas will depend on size and entity concerned.  It will be important to know the impacts on birds.

(Chuck Benbrook)  Can we work with USDA on the Request for Proposals for the RAMP, CAR, etc. programs to respond to what USDA would identify as a minimal baseline of measurements for IPM systems in all three risk categories and some language to direct them in the proposal to project the impacts of their work on all three systems and how they will do this?  Maybe USDA could hold out some portion of the grant to be spent five years after the project is completed to determine its impact.  You have to institutionalize some mechanism whereby a good evaluator goes back later to see what happened.

(Harold Coble)  It’s easy to write that in to the RFP.

(Eldon Ortman)  Most of these programs last three years and then USDA has no clout.  What about a separate RFA to study the impact of the projects funded six years ago?

(Jean Haley):  Foundations are struggling internally as to whether they hire an evaluator or have the project hire an evaluator (for example, Pew Charitable Trusts and the Packard Foundation).  Both foundations set aside some money to do these evaluations.  In an RFA process,  you need to let them know up front what kind of data to collect so evaluators can come back in.  The evaluation questions must be up front and clarified at the beginning of the project.  Otherwise it costs a whole lot of money.

(Frank Zalom)  I agree with Jean.  The challenge is defining the metric at the beginning of the project.  It is the classic discussion of ex post versus ex ante.

(Scott Swinton)  This is part of what was suggested in the roadmap.  Can we identify a minimum data set to establish baseline data at the beginning of the project?  Categories shouldn’t completely be identified by principle investigators and should allow agencies to evaluate across projects.

(Chuck Benbrook)  What is really important is for someone to evaluate the dynamics and personal relationships in the projects.  Maybe we should station evaluation teams in the regional IPM centers that represent many disciplines and talents (e.g. similar to how the Kellogg Foundation has evaluated the results of their projects).

(Harry Wells)  If the RFA is set up in an outcome format, it’s a lot easier to evaluate.

(Scott Swinton)  The personal dynamics are not as important as whether the outcomes were achieved.  The focus should be on outcomes.  Yesterday, Chuck recommended that our focus be on “risk drivers.”  I think we should begin by measuring the most important outcomes from the system rather than focus on the pests e.g. atrazine leaching into the groundwater.  We’ll be ignoring all of the elements in the chain if we’re just focusing on toxicity.  

(Jean Haley)  The personal dynamics are about barriers.  What allows the growers to adopt practices at a higher rate?

(Chuck Benbrook)   I agree to Scott’s friendly amendment.  We knew we wanted to get Monitor out of Florida tomatoes and peppers and that’s what we did.  To do that, we focused on the risk driver pests.

(Ann Sorensen)  I agree that the sociological information and information about barriers are important but let’s not forget that we need to link what we learn from the evaluations back to the subsequent RFPs and RFAs.  We have a huge literature on how and why farmers adopt best management practices but do we really use that information?  If we link it to funding, we will.

(Tom Green)  The Small Business Administration grants hold back $4,000 from your grant award that you can use to attend a workshop that talks about your successes.

(Harold Coble)  We can bring in the successful recipients of CAR and RAMP grants to talk about evaluation with evaluators and planners before they start work on their projects to help them design and share databases.  We can ask them to set aside 10 percent of their budget for evaluation work.

(Chuck Benbrook)  Again, realistically, it takes time to document change, at least three years.  

(Scott Swinton)  An alternative approach is to specify minimum data categories and then designate some separate projects that purely focus on evaluation.

(Frank Zalom)  What about possibility of identifying evaluators you can work with?

(Eldon Ortman)  Doing evaluations project by project may not  be as useful as evaluating an entire program.  The grants are components of the program.

(Deana Sexson)  What exactly is USDA interested in?

(Eldon Ortman)  We’re interested in outcomes.  Example: fewer invasive species in the rangelands.

(Harry Wells)  Consider life beyond CAR and RAMP grants and how we can include the Environmental Quality Incentives Program and Conservation Security Program  

(Harold Coble)  Any proposal that doesn’t connect back to conservation programs will not be considered.

(Harry Wells)  Can you co-mingle funds (CSREES and NRCS)?

(Harold Coble)  We’re beginning to look at this.  

(Eldon Ortman)  NRCS has $100 million in competitive partnership projects.  CSREES is talking to NRCS about this and about including IPM.

(Scott Swinton)  Talking about outcomes, one challenge in measuring is that the outcomes depend on where the project is on the continuum of basic research to technology development to implementation.  What do we do about the research/technology development projects?

(Harold Coble)   We have other ways to measure whether practices are being adopted over time.  This challenge is more daunting for the National Research Initiative than for CAR or RAMP.

(Deana Sexson) Can an outcome be that we are developing tools to help growers?

(Chuck Benbrook)  Outcome is: “we’re going to reduce by 50 percent the costs of scouting for X pest”.

(Harold Coble)  We’re most interested in that further outcome.  We need 3-4, 5-7, 8-10 year outcomes from projects.

(Jean Haley)  We can measure milestones along the way and key indicators that tell us we’re getting there.  

(Eldon Ortman)  CSREES has just hired an accountability and planning person from GAO and she will have a staff of four.  We are really ratcheting up.

(Chuck Benbrook)  The IPM community is not terribly good at a lot of this.  The percentage of funds going out will be almost all competitive in a decade.  

(unidentified participant)  We need much improved evaluation of all grants whether or not they are accepted.  The review process needs to be improved.  Without feedback, we won’t be able to do a better job.  What about a post reviewer that evaluates reviews and asks questions?  

(Harold Coble) That’s tough because there are so many programs, some small, with separate review panels and limited funds.

(unidentified participant)  Maybe you can just point out areas that need to addressed and improved.

(Eldon Ortman)  The review panels do get instructions about what they need to cover in their reviews.

(Harold Coble)  Evaluation is the most important issue.

(Frank Zalom)  I can recognize this as the wave of the future.

(Chuck Benbrook)  Harold – I think your quiet and subtle burial of the 75 percent IPM goal is quite unacceptable.  What we really need is a huge official funeral or wake.  
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